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Abstract 
 
It is well established that certain categories of objects are processed more efficiently than others in 
specific tasks; a phenomenon known as category-specificity in perceptual and conceptual 
processing. In the last two decades there have also been several reports of gender differences in 
category-specificity. In the present experiments we test the proposition that such gender differences 
have an evolutionary origin. If they do, we would expect them to emerge even when the population 
tested comprises young individuals raised in a gender-equality oriented society. Contrary to this 
expectation we find no evidence of gender differences in category-specificity in a relatively large 
sample (N = 366) drawn from such a population; and this despite the fact that both tasks applied 
(object decision and superordinate categorization) gave rise to reliable category-effects. We suggest 
that a plausible account of this discrepancy is that previous reports of gender differences may have 
reflected differences in familiarity originating from socially-based gender roles. 
 
Keywords: Category-effects; Evolution; Gender differences; Semantics; Visual object processing.  
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1. Introduction 
The functional organization of conceptual knowledge has been a central topic in cognitive 
neuroscience since Warrington in 1975 described the first cases of selective semantic impairments 
in patients with brain injury. This report was followed by neuropsychological studies suggesting 
that semantic memory could even be affected in a category-specific manner, so that comprehension 
of artefacts could be relatively preserved compared with comprehension of biological entities or 
vice versa (e.g., Hillis & Caramazza, 1991; Sartori & Job, 1988; Silveri & Gainotti, 1988; 
Warrington & McCarthy, 1983; Warrington & McCarthy, 1987; Warrington & Shallice, 1984; for 
reviews see Capitani, Laiacona, Mahon, & Caramazza, 2003; Gainotti, 2000). Furthermore, ensuing 
investigations showed that within the broad class of biological objects semantic disorders can 
selectively disrupt the comprehension of fruits and vegetables (e.g., Forde, Francis, Riddoch, 
Humphreys, 1997; Hart, Berndt, & Caramazza, 1985; Samson & Pillon, 2003; for reviews see 
Capitani et al., 2009; Gainotti, 2005, 2010) or animals (e.g., Caramazza & Shelton, 1998; Hart & 
Gordon, 1992; for reviews see Capitani et al., 2009; Gainotti, 2005). 
 While the existence of category-specific disorders is well established, there is no consensus 
regarding their explanation (Gainotti, 2015). Indeed, there seem to be two general positions with a 
respectively Platonic and Aristotelian legacy; the rationalistic position which stresses that category-
specific impairments basically reflects innate constraints on conceptual knowledge, and the 
empiricist position, which stresses that category-specific impairments stem from the fact that the 
organization of knowledge is a product of experience. The main proponents of an innate position 
are Caramazza and Shelton (1998) who proposed “…that evolutionary pressures have resulted in 
specialized mechanisms for perceptually and conceptually distinguishing animate and inanimate 
kinds …, leading to a categorical organization of this knowledge in the brain” (p. 9). More 
specifically, these authors suggested that dedicated neural mechanisms, developed under 
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evolutionary pressure, could subserve different ‘domains of knowledge’, which play a very 
important role in human survival. These domains of knowledge could concern ‘animals’ (potential 
predators), ‘plant life’ (possible source of foods and medicine), ‘body parts’ and ‘artefacts’.  On the 
other hand, the empiristic position, which can be considered as a development of the ‘differential 
weighting hypothesis’, proposed by Warrington and McCarthy (1983) and Warrington & Shallice 
(1984), maintains that different kinds of sensory-motor and functional sources of knowledge could 
play different roles in the comprehension of various kinds of living and non-living categories. These 
theoretical accounts of category-specificity were further developed by Mahon and Caramazza 
(2011), and by Chen and Rogers (2014). The former argued that there are innately determined 
patterns of connectivity that mediate the integration of information from the ventral stream with 
information computed by other brain regions and that the specialization by semantic category in the 
ventral stream is driven by that connectivity. The latter reviewed evidence supporting the view that 
category-specificity arises from many heterogeneous factors, and that apparent category-specific 
patterns cannot be interpreted on the basis of the Warrington & Shallice's (1984) sensory/functional 
theory, but actually reflect differential reliance on different kinds of sensory, motor, linguistic, and 
affective information (e.g., Gainotti, Spinelli, Scaricamazza, & Marra, 2013a; Hoffman & Lambon 
Ralph, 2013). According to this view, category-specificity should tell us little directly about the 
cognitive and neural architecture of semantic memory. 
Entwined with the controversy regarding whether the organization of conceptual knowledge is 
primarily a product of nature or nurture is the issue of gender differences in category-specificity. 
Theoretically, it must be admitted that if the organization of conceptual knowledge is a product of 
innate constraints, and if evolution has led to gender differences in division of labor related to these 
constraints (Laiacona, Barbarotto, & Capitani, 2006; Silverman & Eals, 1992), it seems reasonable 
to expect gender differences in conceptual processing of certain categories of objects. Also, from a 
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factual standpoint, both data from category-specific semantic disorders and from experimental 
investigations in healthy subjects suggest, indeed, an interaction between gender and category-
specificity. Results obtained in patients with category-specific semantic disorders have been 
summarized by Gainotti (2005), who showed that in patients with category-specific impairments for 
biological entities, men were systematically more impaired with plant life categories and women 
were usually more impaired with animals. Data obtained in healthy subjects are generally consistent 
with those observed in patients with category-specific disorders, because they have shown that men 
are more familiar, and obtain better performances, with artefacts and animals, whereas women are 
more familiar and proficient with fruits and vegetables. We briefly describe these findings below, 
limiting the scope to those reported with neurologically intact subjects, as this is the main topic of 
the present paper. 
Gender-related asymmetries in category-specificity have been observed in naming tasks from 
adults and children (McKenna & Parry, 1994), in familiarity ratings (Albanese, Capitani, 
Barbarotto, & Laiacona, 2000), and in age of acquisition of common names (Barbarotto, Laiacona, 
& Capitani, 2008). Similar asymmetries have been found on speeded naming (Laws, 1999) and 
identification (Laws, 2000) tasks, on name-generation tasks (Laws, 2004), on semantic fluency 
tasks (Cameron, Wambaugh, & Mauszycki, 2008; Capitani, Laiacona, & Barbarotto, 1999; Marra, 
Ferraccioli, & Gainotti, 2007), and on object decision tasks (Barbarotto, Laiacona, Macchi, & 
Capitani, 2002). As for the gender-related differences in processing of biological vs. artefact 
categories, most authors (e.g., Barbarotto et al., 2008; Capitani et al., 1999; Laws, 1999, 2000, 
2004) report that males are more proficient with artefacts, and females with biological stimuli. Laws 
(1999), for instance, reported a significant interaction between gender and category in picture 
naming with males being faster at naming non-living things, and females being faster at naming 
living things. A similar pattern was found in a picture-naming task using a naming-to-deadline 
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paradigm (Laws, 2000), and by Barbarotto et al. (2008) who found a male advantage for naming 
‘Tools’ and a female advantage for naming ‘Fruit’. As for the investigations of male and female 
performance within the biological categories, several studies have shown that men are more 
proficient with ‘animals’ and women with ‘fruit’ and ‘vegetables’ (Albanese et al., 2000; Barbarotto 
et al., 2002; Cameron et al., 2008; Capitani et al., 1999; Laws, 2004; McKenna & Parry, 1994; 
Moreno-Martinez, Laws, & Schulz, 2008).  
An ‘innate’ interpretation of the gender asymmetries was offered by Laws (2000, 2004) who 
suggested that a greater development of brain circuits dealing with tools and animals in men, and 
with fruits and vegetables in women, could be a product of the main subsistence activities of men 
(hunting) and women (gathering). Refining this line of thought, Laiacona et al. (2006), proposed 
that the evolutionary pressures, which prompted the development of different brain networks 
dedicated to animals and plant life, might also have provided each gender with more efficient 
cognitive representations of their main foraging targets (i.e. animals for men and fruits and 
vegetables for women). A different, and experience-dependent, interpretation of gender 
asymmetries was proposed by Gainotti (2005, 2010). He suggested that only the distinction between 
living and non-living things reflects an inborn anatomically-based categorical organization, whereas 
the asymmetry (within living entities) between animals and plant life might be due to familiarity 
factors related to social roles, namely to men’s greater familiarity with animals and women’s with 
fruits and vegetables. The hypothesis that gender asymmetries may be experience-dependent is 
supported by the dissociations observed within the artefact categories, in which men are more 
proficient with ‘tools’ and women with ‘furniture’ and ‘kitchen utensils’ (Albanese et al., 2000; 
Barbarotto et al., 2002; Moreno-Martinez et al., 2008). In apparent contrast with the existence of 
gender asymmetries in categorical tasks are results obtained in young men and women by Moreno-
Martinez et al. (2008), studying semantic fluency on different subcategories of living and non-living 
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things, and by Gainotti, Ciaraffa, Silveri and Marra (2010), assessing their familiarity with different 
‘biological’ and ‘artefact’ categories. No difference was observed in these studies between young 
males and females on any of the categories examined. These unexpected results could, however, be 
due to the fact that young men and women included in the studies of Moreno-Martinez et al. (2008) 
and of Gainotti et al. (2010) were undergraduate students, belonging to a generation in which the 
traditional social roles have almost completely disappeared. If so, these negative findings are still in 
keeping with an experience-based account. 
Even if gender differences reflect differences in familiarity originating from socially based 
gender roles, one may enquire where these socially based gender roles come from to begin with. 
Could it not be the case, as implied by Laws (2000, 2004) and by Laiacona et al. (2006), that 
socially determined gender roles, which may cause males and females to gain more familiarity with 
some categories of objects than others, do in fact have an evolutionary origin? This possibility 
seems hard to dismiss, but a strong case against such proposition would be to show that gender 
differences do not exist in cultures where males and females are treated equally (or where such an 
ideology is at least considered an objective). 
To address this issue we examined visual object processing performance in a relatively large 
sample (N = 366) of young adults with a relatively homogenous background from an allegedly 
gender-equality oriented country (Denmark). We subjected this group to two tasks which have 
previously been shown to produce reliable category-effects in neurologically intact subjects: 
Difficult object decision and superordinate categorization (Gerlach, 2009; Gerlach & Marques, 
2014). Should we fail to observe category-specific gender differences in these tasks, we will 
consider it unlikely that previous reports of gender differences reflect innate dispositions. 
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2. Method 
2.1. Participants 
366 subjects participated (mean age 23, SD = 6, range 18-56 years, 266 females). The participants 
were first-year students in the psychology programme at the University of Southern Denmark naïve 
to the purpose of the experiment. 
 
2.2. Design 
Each participant first performed the superordinate categorization and was instructed to press the 
‘M-key’ for artefacts and the ‘N-key’ for biological entities. In the object decision task the subjects 
used the ‘M-key’ for real objects and the ‘N-key’ for nonobjects. The participants were encouraged 
to respond as fast and as accurately as possible. Prior to each task the participant performed a 
practice version of the upcoming task. Stimuli used in these practice versions were not used in the 
actual experimental conditions. 
 
2.3. Stimuli 
80 pictures were presented in the categorization task. These pictures were taken from the set by 
Snodgrass and Vanderwart (1980) and consisted of 40 biological entities and 40 artefacts (see the 
appendix). These two sets of objects did not differ significantly in familiarity, visual complexity, 
and image agreement (Mann-Whitney, p > .05). 
 160 pictures were presented in the object decision task: 80 real objects and 80 chimeric 
nonobjects. The real objects were the same as used in the categorization task. The 80 nonobjects 
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were line-drawings of closed figures constructed by exchanging single parts belonging to objects 
from the same category (see Figure 1). The order of pictures was randomized in each task. 
 
Figure 1. Examples of stimuli used in the object decision task. (a) Chimeric 
nonobjects, and (b) real objects. The real objects were also used in the 
superordinate categorization task. 
 
2.4. Procedure 
All stimuli were presented centrally on a white background on a PC-monitor and subtended 3-5 
degrees of visual angle. The stimuli were displayed until the participant made a response. The 
interval between response and presentation of the next object was 1 s. RTs were recorded by means 
of the keyboard. 
 
2.5. Statistical analysis 
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All analyses presented below are based on correct responses to real objects only. Likewise, error 
rates are also based on responses to real objects only. Given that exactly the same real objects were 
presented in the object decision task and the categorization task this makes RTs and error rates 
directly comparable across tasks. 
 In the first series of analyses, we examined effects of category. These analyses were included 
because a failure to find category-effects with the present tasks could call into question their 
sensitivity and hence suitability to detect gender differences in category-effects. 
 In the second series of analyses we examined effects of gender on processing of biological 
items and artefacts. In the third and last series of analyses, we examined effects of gender for 
subcategories of biological entities and artefacts. This was done by regrouping biological entities 
into the subcategories: ‘Animals’ and ‘Vegetables/Fruit’, and artefacts into the subcategories: 
‘Manipulable artefacts’ (handheld objects) and ‘Less-manipulable artefacts’ (not handheld objects). 
The motivation for this was to align our analyses as closely as possible with previous studies which 
had contrasted for example ‘Praxic’ vs. ‘Non-praxic’ artefacts (McKenna & Parry, 1994) or ‘Tools’ 
vs. ‘Vehicles’. As not all items could be regrouped into these subcategories, the subcategories 
differed in size. The subcategory ‘Animals’ comprised 26 items, ‘Vegetables/Fruit’ 13 items, 
‘Manipulable artefacts’ 19 items, and ‘Less-manipulable artefacts’ 12 items. See the appendix for a 
full list of the real items used and how they were indexed category-wise. The subgroup of 
‘Manipulable artefacts’ was reliably more manipulable than the subgroup of ‘Less-manipulable 
artefacts’ according to the norms by Magnié, Besson, Poncet, and Dolisi, 2003 (Mdif = 1.53, CI 95% 
[.99, 2.06]). 
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 The data-analyses presented are based on confidence intervals (CI) and their degree of overlap 
(Cumming, 2014), and the CIs reported are bias corrected accelerated bootstrap-estimates based on 
2000 samples. 
 
3. Results 
3.1. Effects of category 
3.1.1. Accuracy 
The mean number of correct responses was reliably higher for artefacts than for biological entities 
in both the object decision task (Mdif = 0.4, CI 95% [.2, .7]; dz = .2) and the categorization task 
(Mdif = 0.4, CI 95% [.2, .5]; dz = .28); see Table 1. 
- Insert Table 1 near here - 
3.1.2. RT 
The mean correct RT was reliably longer for biological entities than for artefacts in the object 
decision task (Mdif = 42, CI 95% [33, 52]; dz = .47) but reliably longer for artefacts than for 
biological entities in the categorization task (Mdif = 49, CI 95% [41, 56]; dz = .69): see Table 1. 
 
3.2. Effects of gender I (Biological entities & Artefacts). 
3.2.1. Accuracy 
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The only reliable gender difference found was that females produced more correct responses than 
males to artefacts in the categorization task (Mdif = .24, CI 95% [.02, .47]; d = .25), see Table 1 and 
Figure 2. 
 
3.2.1. RT 
There were no reliable gender differences in terms of RT for artefacts or biological items in any of 
the tasks; see Table 1. 
 
Figure 2. Mean number of correct responses (left panel) and mean RT (right panel) to real objects presented in the 
object decision task and the superordinate categorization task as function of category and gender. Error bars represent 
the 95% confident intervals of the means. ODT = Object decision task; CAT = Categorization task; Art = Artefacts; Bio 
= Biological entities. 
 
3.3. Effects of gender II (Animals, Vegetables/Fruit, Manipulable artefacts & Less-manipulable 
artefacts). 
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3.3.1. Accuracy 
There were no reliable gender differences in terms of accuracy for any of the four categories in any 
of the tasks; see Table 2 and Figure 3. 
- Insert Table 2 near here - 
3.3.2. RT 
There were no reliable gender differences in terms of RT for any of the four categories in any of the 
tasks; see Table 2 and Figure 3. 
 
Figure 3. Mean correct responses in percent (left panel) and mean RT (right panel) to real objects presented in the 
object decision task and the superordinate categorization task as function of category and gender. Error bars represent 
the 95% confident intervals of the means. ODT = Object decision task; CAT = Categorization task; A = animals; V/F = 
Vegetables/Fruit; M = Manipulable artefacts; L/M = Less manipulable artefacts. 
 
4. Discussion 
We find reliable category-effects in the applied tasks; RTs were slower for biological items than for 
artefacts in object decision (d = .47), but faster for biological entities than for artefacts in 
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superordinate categorization (d = .69). These findings are similar to what has been found in 
previous studies using these tasks (Gerlach, 2009; Gerlach & Marques, 2014), and prove that they 
are sensitive to category-effects. Despite the sensitive nature of the tasks, we find little evidence of 
gender differences in the processing of the examined categories. In fact, the only reliable effect 
found was that females made fewer errors than males when categorizing artefacts. The effect was 
small (d = .25) and went in the opposite direction of previous findings (Barbarotto et al., 2002; 
Laiacona, Barbarotto, & Capitani, 1998; Laws, 1999, 2000). Moreover, females in general exhibited 
a tendency for better performance than males with all categories during the categorization task; both 
when considering the broad classes of biological entities and artefacts but also when these broad 
classes were broken down in subcategories (‘Animals’, ‘Vegetables/Fruit’, ‘Manipulable artefacts’, 
and ‘Less-manipulable artefacts’). Accordingly, the small but reliable female advantage found for 
the broad class of artefacts during categorization seems more task- than category-related. 
 In summary, the main result of the present investigation is that no category-specific gender 
effect is found in our sample irrespectively of: (i) the nature of the task (object decision or 
categorization), (ii) the category contrasts performed (‘Biological entities’, ‘Artefacts’, or 
‘Animals’, ‘Vegetables/Fruit’, ‘Manipulable artefacts’, and ‘Less-manipulable artefacts’), and (iii) 
the dependent measure used (accuracy or RT). Regardless of this, one may still be concerned that 
the null-findings reflect Type II errors. From a theoretical point of view, however, the sample size 
of the current study should allow for a small to moderate effect (d > .42) to be detected with a 
probability of .95 (β-level) at an α-level of .05 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). In 
practice, the present study was sensitive enough to detect a gender difference corresponding to d = 
.25 (it just happened to go in the opposite direction of what has been found previously). 
 If gender-related differences in category-specificity reflect innate constraints, as suggested by 
Laws (2000, 2004) and Laiacona et al. (2006), we would expect such differences to manifest 
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themselves even in a population of young subjects raised in a gender-equality oriented society. The 
fact that we find no gender differences in such a population is problematic for an evolutionary based 
account. 
 There may of course be several reasons for the discrepancy between the present and previous 
findings including differences in the applied tasks and stimuli. Explanations cast along these lines 
would, however, not be less problematic for an evolutionary account as it does not specify that 
gender effects should be context-dependent. Such context-dependency calls for a more flexible 
account. One such account, which is clearly compatible with our results, is that gender differences 
may reflect differences in familiarity originating from socially-based gender roles, as suggested by 
Moreno-Martinez et al. (2008) and Gainotti, Spinelli, Scaricamazza, and Marra (2013b). 
  Hence, even though the present findings do not directly demonstrate, but are merely 
compatible with the proposal that gender asymmetries reflect social-role related factors, they do 
show that an interpretation of gender asymmetries based on the same principles which have 
prompted the general innate position (Caramazza & Mahon, 2006; Caramazza & Shelton, 1998; 
Mahon & Caramazza, 2003) is not tenable. 
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Figure captions 
 
Figure 1. Examples of stimuli used in the object decision task. (a) Chimeric nonobjects, and (b) real 
objects. The real objects were also used in the superordinate categorization task. 
 
 
Figure 2. Mean number of correct responses (left panel) and mean RT (right panel) to real objects 
presented in the object decision task and the superordinate categorization task as function of 
category and gender. Error bars represent the 95% confident intervals of the means. ODT = Object 
decision task; CAT = Categorization task; Art = Artefacts; Bio = Biological entities. 
 
Figure 3. Mean correct responses in percent (left panel) and mean RT (right panel) to real objects 
presented in the object decision task and the superordinate categorization task as function of 
category and gender. Error bars represent the 95% confident intervals of the means. ODT = Object 
decision task; CAT = Categorization task; A = animals; V/F = Vegetables/Fruit; M = Manipulable 
artefacts; L/M = Less manipulable artefacts. 
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Appendix 
 
Biological items      Artefacts 
Item   Subcategory    Item   Subcategory 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
Ant   Animal    Airplane  Less-manipulable 
Apple   Vegetable/Fruit   Anchor  Less-manipulable 
Artichoke  Vegetable/Fruit   Barn   Less-manipulable 
Banana  Vegetable/Fruit   Barrel  Less-manipulable 
Bear   Animal    Baseball bat  Manipulable 
Bee   Animal    Bell  
Beetle  Animal    Bow 
Bird   Animal    Bowl   Manipulable 
Camel  Animal    Cannon  Less-manipulable 
Carrot  Vegetable/Fruit   Cigar   Manipulable 
Cherry  Vegetable/Fruit   Clock   Less-manipulable 
Deer   Animal    Crown 
Dog   Animal    Envelope  Manipulable 
Duck   Animal    French horn  Manipulable 
Eagle   Animal    Glove   Manipulable 
Fish   Animal    Gun   Manipulable 
Fox   Animal    Hammer  Manipulable 
Gorilla  Animal    Harp   Manipulable 
Grapes  Vegetable/Fruit   Hat    
Kangaroo  Animal    Iron   Manipulable 
Lemon  Vegetable/Fruit   Jacket   
Lion   Animal    Motorcycle  Less-manipulable 
Monkey  Animal    Nut   Manipulable 
Mushroom  Vegetable/Fruit   Pen   Manipulable 
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Onion  Vegetable/Fruit   Record player 
Ostrich  Animal    Roller skate 
Owl   Animal    Rolling pin  Manipulable 
Pear   Vegetable/Fruit   Ruler   Manipulable 
Penguin  Animal    Sailboat  Less-manipulable 
Rooster  Animal    Sled   Less-manipulable 
Sea horse  Animal    Spinning wheel 
Seal   Animal    Stool     
Sheep   Animal    Suitcase  Manipulable 
Snail   Animal    Thimble  Manipulable 
Spider  Animal    Umbrella  Manipulable 
Strawberry  Vegetable/Fruit   Watch   Manipulable 
Swan   Animal    Well   Less-manipulable 
Tomato  Vegetable/Fruit   Wheel  Less-manipulable 
Tree        Whistle  Manipulable 
Watermelon  Vegetable/Fruit   Windmill  Less-manipulable 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
    Image agreement  Familiarity   Visual Complexity   
Animals   M = 3.9, SD = .55  M = 3.2, SD = .89  M = 2.8, SD = .91 
Vegetables/Fruit  M = 3.6, SD = .65  M = 2.5, SD = .94  M = 3.5, SD = .75 
Manipulable   M = 3.4, SD = .49  M = 2.3, SD = .70  M = 3.7, SD = .47 
Less-manipulable  M = 4.0, SD = .50  M = 3.4, SD = .55  M = 2.5, SD = .87 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
Table 1. The mean number of correct responses (max = 40), mean correct RTs (ms) and 95% CIs [in brackets] associated with artefacts and natural 
objects in the object decision task and the categorization task 
 
      Males/ & Females    Males      Females 
      Accuracy  RT    Accuracy  RT    Accuracy  RT 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Object decision artefacts  38.4 [38.2, 38.6] 789 [774, 803]  38.4 [38.1, 38.7] 780 [748, 817]  38.4 [38.2, 38.6] 792 [776, 809] 
Object decision natural objects  38.0 [37.8, 38.2] 831 [814, 847]  38.0 [37.5, 38.4] 816 [784, 849]  38.0 [37.8, 38.2] 837 [819, 854] 
Categorization artefacts  39.3 [39.2, 39.4] 742 [727, 757]  39.1 [38.9, 39.3] 745 [717, 774]  39.4 [39.3, 39.5] 741 [725, 758] 
Categorization natural objects 38.9 [38.8, 39.1] 694 [679, 707]  38.8 [38.5, 39.0] 701 [676, 728]  39.0 [38.9, 39.1] 691 [676, 706] 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Table 2. The mean percentage correct responses, mean correct RTs (ms) and 95% CIs [in brackets] associated with the subcategories ‘Animals’, 
‘Vegetables/fruit’, Manipulable artefacts’, and ‘Less-manipulable artefacts’  in the object decision task and the categorization task 
 
         Males       Females 
         Accuracy (%) RT     Accuracy (%) RT 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Object decision ‘Animals’     95.1 [93.9, 96.2] 838 [800, 878]   94.8 [94.1, 95.4] 862 [841, 885] 
Object decision ‘Vegetables/fruit’    94.9 [93.1, 96.5] 773 [743, 803]   95.1 [94.3, 95.9] 793 [775, 812] 
Object decision ‘Manipulable artefacts’   97.0 [96.0, 97.9] 757 [727, 790]   97.2 [96.6, 97.8] 764 [749, 779] 
Object decision ‘Less-manipulable artefacts’  97.2 [95.9, 98.2] 783 [751, 819]   96.7 [96.0, 97.3] 814 [794, 837] 
Categorization ‘Animals’     97.9 [97.2, 98.7] 689 [663, 719]   98.2 [97.9, 98.5] 667 [652, 682]  
Categorization ‘Vegetables/fruit’    95.8 [94.6, 96.9] 720 [693, 748]   96.8 [96.2, 97.5] 732 [712, 751] 
Categorization ‘Manipulable artefacts’   97.8 [97.0, 98.5] 757 [727, 789]   98.3 [97.9, 98.7] 747 [730, 765]  
Categorization ‘Less-manipulable artefacts’  98.3 [97.4, 99.0] 742 [712, 773]   98.7 [98.2, 99.1] 739 [720, 758] 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
